COMMONVEALTH OF PENNSYLVAN A
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATI ON

Bur eau of Design
Harrisburg, PA 17101
Decenber 21, 2001

U.S. Departnent of Transportation
Docket s Managenent Facility

Room PL-401

400 Seventh Street, SW

Washi ngton, DC 20590

Subj ect: Federal Register FHWA Docket Numbers:
2001- 8954 National Bridge Inspection Standards
2001-9182 Hi ghway Bri dge Repl acenment and
Rehabilitati on Program

Dear Sir:

We offer the following coments in response to the subject
Docket Nunbers:

1. NBl Appraisal Ratings and Design Exceptions

= Revise the appraisal itens rating standards to
ensure agreenent with the AASHTO design criteria for
the route served. For exanple, AASHTO Exception
Design for Low Volume Roads is a nore appropriate
standard for many of our bridges.

= Stop the use of the FHWA Edit/Update program to
automatically cal cul ate the Appraisal Ratings from
inventory/condition information for NBI Item 67
Structural Condition, Item 68 Deck Geonetry, Item 69
Undercl earance, Item 71 Waterway Adequacy, and |tem
72 Approach Roadway Alignnent. Require the
i nspector to rate these itens based upon actual site
conditions and applicabl e design standards.

= The primary reasoning for site-rating these itens is
t hat Edit/ Update program does not account for Design
Exceptions that were granted for specific sites. |If
a Design Exception was granted, the Appraisal Rating
should at least a “6”, indicating a “condition equal
to present minimumcriteria”. By recognizing Design
Exceptions in appraisal ratings, those bridges woul d
be renmoved fromthe functionally obsolete |ist.



Requi re Design Exceptions to be recorded in the NBI
A new NBI item woul d be needed.

2. HBRRP Fundi ng

Provide flexibility to wuse HBRRP funds for
mai nt enance and preservation work and not just
rehabilitation and replacenment. This flexibility
could be predicated on the wuse of a Bridge
Managenment System

Maxi m ze avail able funding to the states and all ow
the greatest anmount of flexibility to use these
funds based upon denonstrated needs and mtigation
pl ans.

3. El enent Inspection / Conponent Rating and Reporting
Requi rement s

Require inspection of bridges at an elenent |evel,
but rating the condition and reporting to the NBI
only at the major conponent l evel ( Deck,
Superstructure, Substructure, and Cul vert).
Allow flexibility to the States to develop
alternatives to CoRE inspection and Ponti s.

4. Qualification of Inspection Personnel

Team size: Require a m ninmum of 2 persons in each
i nspection team Only the team | eader woul d have to
be certified.

FCM I nspections Require that the inspection team
| eader for the inspection of Fracture Critical
Menmbers be a Professional Engi neer (PE)

Refresher Course for Bridge Safety Inspectors
Establish formal requirements for a 2-day m ninmm
Bridge Safety Inspection Refresher Course (simlar

to PENNDOT's training program. Require al
inspectors and individuals in charge of the
i nspection wunit, including PEs, to attend this

Refresher Course to mamintain certification.

5. Quality Assurance and Quality Control Efforts

Require formal independent QA inspections to verify
accuracy and consi stency of condition and apprai sal
data in NBI.

Only 2 states (PA and WA) have such prograns now.

6. I nspecti on of Non-H ghway Bridges over Public Roads

Add requirenents for the safety inspection of the
structural conponents of these bridges to the NBIS.



= Add requirenents for reporting these bridges to the

St at e DOT.

= Provide funding for these inspections.

7. I nspection of O her Hi ghway-Rel ated Structures

= Consi der
hi ghway

addi ng inspection requirenents for other

rel ated structures, i ncl udi ng

bri dges/culverts < 20’ |long, noisewalls, retaining
wal I s and sign structures.
= Provide funding for these inspections.

8. Bri dge Managenent System

= A Bridge Managenent System can be based on conponent
| evel condition information.

= A Bridge Managenent System should have the ability
to anal yze various fundi ng scenari os of maintenance,
preservation and reconstruction activities to
optim ze bridge performance.

= Reward the States that utilize a Bridge Managenent
System to manage their bridge assets.

9. Sufficiency Rating and the Need for a New Performance
Rati ng Measure
= The 30+-year-old Sufficiency Rating (SR) fornula
shoul d be revi ewed.

The relative i nfluence of bri dge
functionality versus condition needs to
be assessed.
Scour assessnent and seismc
vul nerability, two |eading causes for
| oss of bridges, are not conponents of
t he SR
SR does not addr ess rideability
(smoot hness) of decks, a factor inportant
to our users.
SR could better address the network
priority of the routes the bridge serves.
For exanpl e, PENNDOT uses 4 networks for
i nternal planning purposes:

1. NHS Interstates + Ranps

2. O her NHS Routes

3. Non-NHS routes with ADT > 2,000 vpd

4. O her Non-NHS routes



= The eligibility of individual bridge projects for
HBRR funding is now predicated on conponents of SR
This generally works well when authorizing the scope
of work at the individual bridge level. |If the SR
is low, the bridge needs work.

» The SR does not work as well as a planning tool to
determ ne nationwi de all ocation of HBRR funds. Many
bridges with Iow SRs are not scheduled for
i nprovenent because of the |esser demands of the
network they serve. Thus, the statew de SR average
can be artificially lowif it has many of these | ow
priority bridges.

= A new bridge performance neasures(s) is recomended
to mtigate the deficiencies noted in SR

= The SR should be continued as a gage to the new
performance neasure.

10. NBlI Appraisal Item 69 Undercl earances, Vertical
and Hori zont al
= This should be separated into 2 separate NB
apprai sal itens, one for vertical clearance and one
for horizontal.

11. NBI Appraisal Item 68 Deck Geonetry
= Revise Item 68 because current ratings do not
account for odd nunber of |anes or for partial and
full-length turning | anes on the bridge that inprove
the functionality of the bridge for specific traffic
requirenents at the site.

Thank you for the opportunity to comrent on these Dockets.

Si ncerely yours,
/'s/ DAS for GLH

Gary L. Hoffman, P.E.
Chi ef Engi neer






